The aim of this study was to translate into Spanish and to validate the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES), completed by 420 university students. Confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the model that best fit the data, both in the total sample and in the male and female subsamples, was the one-factor structure with method effects associated with positively worded items. The results indicated high, positive correlations between self-esteem and the five dimensions of selfconcept. The scale showed satisfactory levels of internal consistency and temporal stability over a four-week period. Lastly, gender differences were obtained. These findings support the use of the RSES for the assessment of self-esteem in higher education. Keywords: self-esteem, psychometric properties, college students, Rosenberg El propósito de esta investigación ha sido traducir al español y analizar las propiedades psicométricas de la escala de autoestima de Rosenberg (RSES) en una muestra de estudiantes universitarios. El análisis factorial confirmatorio confirmó que el modelo que mejor se ajusta a los datos tanto en la muestra total como en las submuestras de hombres y mujeres tiene una estructura unifactorial con efectos de método en los ítems formulados en positivo. Los resultados indican correlaciones positivas y fuertes entre la autoestima y cinco dimensiones del autoconcepto. Además, la escala ha mostrado niveles satisfactorios de consistencia interna y estabilidad temporal tras un periodo de cuatro semanas. Finalmente, se han obtenido diferencias de género significativas. Estos resultados apoyan el uso de la RSES para evaluar la autoestima en el contexto educativo universitario.
At the conceptual level, self-esteem has traditionally been considered an evaluative component of the self-concept (Purkey, 1970; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976 ) by which subjects appraise their self-image from the feedback they receive as individuals and from information from social interaction during their diverse social roles (González-Pienda, Núñez, González-Pumariega, & García, 1997) . In this same line, Musitu, Román, and Gracia (1988) conceive self-esteem as a worth and evaluative quality of the cognitions and behaviors which is expressed in the degree of personal satisfaction. Recently, Garaigordobil, Durá, and Pérez (2005) established a hierarchical relation between self-concept and self-esteem in which the selfdescription serves the positive self-appraisal and this, in turn, plays a protective role in the person's system.
The study of self-esteem is essential in psychological research because it has been associated with, among other aspects, psychological well-being (Sánchez & Barrón, 2003) , self-handicapping strategies and defensive pessimism (Rodríguez, Cabanach, Valle, Núñez, & González-Pienda, 2004) , the influence of the environment and the family educational style (Alonso & Román, 2005; Parra, Oliva, & Sánchez, 2004) , learning strategies (Núñez, et al., 1998) , and academic achievement (Fiz & Oyón, 1998; Mestre, García, Frías, & Llorca, 1992) . In this sense, it is crucial to have instruments to assess self-esteem adapted to our environment and with adequate psychometric properties.
One of the most extensively used instruments to assess self-esteem is the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1989) . This author considers self-esteem a component of self-concept and defines it as an individual's set of thoughts and feelings about his or her own worth and importance, that is, a global positive or negative attitude toward oneself (Rosenberg, 1965) . The RSES is a unidimensional instrument elaborated from a phenomenological conception of self-esteem that captures subjects' global perception of their own worth by means of a 10-item scale, 5 positively worded items and 5 negatively worded items.
The RSES has been translated and adapted to various languages, such as Persian (Shapurian, Hojat, & Nayerahmadi, 1987) , French (Vallieres & Vallerand, 1990) , Chinese (Cheng & Hamid, 1995) , Italian (Prezza, Trombaccia, & Armento, 1997) , Estonian (Pullmann & Allik, 2000) , and Portuguese (Santos & Maia, 2003) .
The extensive diffusion of the instrument and the crosscultural studies in up to 53 different nations (Schmitt & Allik, 2005) have revealed that the scale presents problems regarding its unidimensional structure. In this same line, Hensley and Roberts (1976) , although they found a twofactor solution, they identified a unique response of a similar nature, so the scale probably only measures a single dimension. Moreover, as noted by Quilty, Oakman, and Risko (2006) , the method effects should be included in the measurement model of the instrument in order to obtain a good fit. Thus, Wang, Siegal, Falck, and Carlson (2001) present the scale as unidimensional but including the method effects in the items that are positively worded, whereas most investigators include the method effects in the negatively worded items (Corwyn, 2000; Gana, Alaphilippe, & Baillo, 2005; Marsh, 1996; Motl & DiStefano, 2002) . Other studies propose that the best fin is obtained when considering the method effects both in the positively and the negatively worded items (Quilty et al., 2006; Tomás & Oliver, 1999) . In contrast, other investigations propose that the solution of two correlated factors (one factor for the positively worded items and the other for the negatively worded items) presents the best goodness-of-fit indexes (Greenberger, Chen, Dmitrieva, & Farruggia, 2003; Prezza et al., 1997) .
In Spain, various studies have been carried out to analyze the psychometric properties of the RSES in clinical samples (Baños & Guillén, 2000; Vázquez, Jiménez, & Vázquez-Morejón, 2004) , adolescent samples (Atienza, Moreno, & Balaguer, 2000; Pastor, Navarro, Tomás, & Oliver, 1997) , and adults (Salgado & Iglesias, 1995) . However, these studies did not follow rigorous cross-cultural procedures to translate the scale, nor has the scale been validated in the university setting, which prevents the adequate use of the instrument to identify these students' self-esteem and to analyze the relations with other variables (i.e., motivation, self-concept, anxiety, and achievement).
Therefore, this work has the following goals: (a) to translate the original scale and adapt it to the university population, (b) to examine the factor structure of the RSES in a sample of university students by means of confirmatory factor analysis, (c) to evaluate construct validity, examining the relation among the five self-concept dimensions and self-esteem, (d) to evaluate scale reliability, specifically, internal consistency and temporal stability, and (e) to evaluate gender differences in self-esteem.
Translation of the Scale
Translation of the RSES into Spanish was carried out following the cross-cultural translation procedures (Núñez, Martín-Albo, & Navarro, 2005) . Firstly, the scale was translated from English into Spanish according to the parallel back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1986) , in which a bilingual person translates the scale from its original language to the language under study. Another bilingual individual, who is unfamiliar with the original scale, re-translates this version back to the original language. To ensure a correct translation and avoid possible biases, the sequence just described was repeated twice, so that, in this study, four bilingual people carried out the parallel back-translation procedure, thus obtaining two pilot versions of the RSES in Spanish. Secondly, the items thus obtained were assessed by a committee made up of the individuals who participated in the translation process and two psychology professors who selected the items that had maintained the original meaning, and prepared the scale format and the instructions identically to the original version. Thus, the Spanish version VALIDITY OF THE ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE of the RSES had 10 items rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree).
Statistic Analyses
Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with the AMOS 6.0 program to evaluate the factor structure of the scale. The SPSS 14.0 statistical package was used for the following analyses: Pearson's correlations among self-esteem and the five self-concept dimensions, Student's t-test for gender differences in self-esteem, Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency, and test-retest correlation to assess temporal stability.
Study 1

Method Participants
In this study, a total of 420 students (296 women and 124 men) from the Universidad de Las Palmas de Gran Canaria were participants. Age range was between 17 and 58 years, mean age 21.29 years (SD = 4.96). The sample was obtained by simple random sampling without replacement with a confidence level of .95 and a maximum error of .05. The population comprised all the students registered in the university during the academic year 2004/2005, which was 22.066 students. In a prior pilot study, the variance of the population in self-esteem was .27. The sample size resulting from the formula applied was 415. Subjects were assigned to the sample using an alphabetic list of all the university students; that is, they were not assigned as a function of the faculties.
Instruments
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) is made up of 10 items that refer to self-respect and self-acceptance rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree). Items 1, 3, 4, 7, and 10 are positively worded, and items 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9 negatively.
We used the "Autoconcepto Forma 5" (AF5; in Spanish, "Self-concept Form 5 questionnaire"; García & Musitu, 2001) to assess the five self-concept dimensions: (a) academic dimension, which refers to individuals' perception of the quality of their student role performance; (b) social dimension, which refers to subjects' perception of their performance in social relations; (c) emotional dimension, which involves people's perception of their emotional status; (d) family dimension, referring to the persons' perception of their involvement, participation, and integration in the family setting; and (e) physical dimension, which refers to the subjects' perception of their physical aspect and condition. Each dimension is made up of 6 items that are rated on a 99-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree with the item) to 99 (totally agree with the item).
Procedure
Two investigators administered the assessment instruments to the participants. In order to avoid as much as possible the social desirability effect, students were informed that their participation was voluntary and confidential. They were requested to respond as honestly as possible, and there was no time limit. The investigators provided the necessary help and made sure that the participants had completed the questionnaires correctly.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
In the descriptive analysis of the 10 items of the proposed model, and taking into account the skewness and curtosis indexes, the data set is similar to the normal distribution both in men and women (see Table 1 ), which permits the use of maximum likelihood factor tests.
Likewise, in Table 2 are displayed the results of the homogeneity indexes or item-total correlation of the items. The values range between a minimum of .44 and a maximum of .77, p < .01.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine the underlying dimensional structure of the questionnaire, using mle (maximum likelihood estimate), as well as the item covariance matrix as input for data analysis. Eight factor models were studied, among which were included two correlated uniqueness models (CTCU) and three multitrait-multimethod models (CTCM). Specifically, the following models were contrasted: (a) Model 1, a 10-item unidimensional model; (b) Model 2, with 10 items and two independent factors (positively and negatively orientated items); (c) Model 3 with 10 items and two correlated factors (positively and negatively orientated items); (d and e) Models 4 and 5 (CTCU), which postulate the existence of one factor taking into account the residual covariances of the positive and negative items, respectively; (f) Model 6 (CTCM) with one global self-esteem factor and one method factor that includes the positive items; (g) Model 7 (CTCM) with one global self-esteem factor and one method factor that includes the negative items; and (h) Model 8 (CTCM) with one global self-esteem factor and two correlated method factors that include the positive items on the one hand, and the negatives items on the other. (See Figure 1) .
Following the recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1999) , as indexes to assess the fit of the models, we used the comparative fit index (CFI) and the incremental fit index (IFI) whose goodness-of-fit ranges are between 0 and 1, considering the fit good if the value is equal to or higher than .95; the root mean square residual (SRMR), in which values of .06 or less indicate a good fit; and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), which indicates that the model based on the sample employed represents the population if its value is equal to or lower than .05, and considers the fit acceptable when it is lower than .08 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) . In addition, we used the ratio between chi-square and the degrees of freedom (χ 2 /df), which is a heuristic employed to reduce the sensitivity of χ 2 to the sample size (Kline, 1998) . In a model that is considered perfect, its value would be 1.0, and ratios lower than 2.0 are considered acceptable (Bollen & Long, 1994) .
When observing the data in Table 3 , considering the total sample, the goodness-of-fit indexes show that Model 1 (unidimensional) had the worst fit, whereas Models 2 (two uncorrelated factors), 3 (two correlated factors), 5 (one factor and the error covariances of the negative items), 6 (one global factor and one method factor that includes the positive items), and 7 (one global factor and one method factor that includes the negative items) provided better fit to the data, and Model 4 (one factor and the error covariances of the positive items) presented the best goodness-of-fit indexes. Model 8 (one global factor and two correlated method factors) revealed an inadequate solution, that is, in the sample used, it had one or more parameters with estimation problems.
Considering the subsamples as a function of gender, Models 4 and 8 presented the best fit. In the men, both models had similar goodness-of-fit indexes. However, in the women, Model 4 presented worse indexes.
With regard to the item loadings, as can be observed in Table 4 , in the one-factor Models 1 and 4, the loadings of the positive items were lower than .20 in absolute value, whereas the negative items reached loadings of over .50. With regard to the two-factor Models 2 and 3, all the loadings were significant and higher than .39. In Model 5, the factor loadings of the negative items were lower than those of the positive items. In the two CTCM models (Models 6 and 7), the loadings of the items on the two method factors were similar to those found in the two-factor VALIDITY OF THE ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 461 Figure 1 . Contrasted factor models. P = positively worded items; N = negatively worded items; S-E = global self-esteem; PS-E = positive self-esteem; NS-E = negative self-esteem. Models 2 and 3. According to these results, , in general, the one-factor models presented lower loadings, which could lead to a decrease in the internal consistency of the instrument in comparison to the two-factor models. Likewise, the values of the correlations of the uniqueness in Model 4 ranged between .07 and .52 and, in Model 5, between .41 and .70. However, both in the total sample and in the subsamples by gender, Model 4 fulfilled the cut-off criteria in the goodness-of-fit indexes established by Hu and Bentler (1999) .
Correlations among Self-Esteem and the SelfConcept Dimensions
The relation among the five self-concept dimensions (academic, social, emotional, family, and physical) and selfesteem were analyzed with Pearson's correlation coefficient, as we hypothesized a logical relation between these constructs. Specifically, the self-concept dimensions should be positively and significantly correlated to self-esteem. As can be seen in the correlation matrix in Table 5 , the correlations between self-esteem and the five self-concept dimensions were positive and medium-high, with values between .28 and .50. The correlation between self-esteem and emotional self-concept is noteworthy, at the significance level of p < .01.
Gender Differences
The analysis of gender differences in the mean scores of the 10 items of the scale was performed with Student's t-test, at the significance level of p < .01, and using Levene's test to estimate variance equality. The results show that men's and women's means were very similar, although we found five significant differences; specifically, the women scored higher than the men in items 2, 6, and 10, whereas the men scored higher in items 1 and 3. Likewise, when taking the total self-esteem score into account, the men obtained a higher and more significant mean than the women (see Table 1 
Study 2
Method Participants
To assess the temporal stability of the scale, a second sample of 65 university students was employed. This sample was made up of 43 women and 22 men, mean age of 21.81 years (SD = 5.38), who completed again the scale after a 4-week interval.
Procedure and Instruments
The RSES was completed using the same procedure as in the first study, but in this case, the participants were informed that they would have to respond to the questionnaire on two occasions, after a 4-week interval. To prevent possible social desirability tendencies, the participants were instructed to use their ID-card number to identify their questionnaires.
Results
The internal consistency of the scale was assessed with Cronbach's alpha. The values obtained in the first and the second administration were .85 and .88, respectively. The value of the test-retest correlation was .84
Discussion
The purpose of this work was to translate, adapt, and analyze the psychometric properties of the RSES in a sample of university students. In general, the results have shown that the scale presents a one-factor structure, with good levels of internal consistency and temporal stability.
Regarding scale structure, CTCU and CTCM models were contrasted. As stated by Tomás, Hontangas, and Oliver (2000) and Horan, DiStefano, and Motl (2003) , these models are preferable when there are various trait-method indicators, because they present fewer identification and definition problems and they provide unequivocal evidence about the cause of the method effect. However, when CTCM models present problems (i.e., inappropriate solutions), then CTCU models should be used (Lance, Noble, & Scullen, 2002) . In our case, when taking the total sample into account, Model 4, the one-dimensional model of the scale, has the best indicators, assuming the correlation of the standard errors in the positive items, in accordance with the results of Wang et al. (2001) and in contrast to most of the studies that propose a better fit of factor models with the method effect among the negatively worded items (Corwyn, 2000; Gana et al., 2005; Marsh, 1996; Motl & DiStefano, 2002) . However, when considering the subsamples as a function of gender, Model 8 (CTCM model with one global self-esteem factor and two correlated method factors that include the positive items on the one hand and the negative ones on the other) presents similar goodness-of-fit indexes to those of Model 4 in the subsample of men. Moreover, when observing men's and women's fit indexes in the other two CTCM models (Models 6 and 7), the women obtain higher goodnessof-fit indexes in Model 6 than in Model 7, whereas this result is reversed in the men. This is relevant because there were more women than men in our study, which could mean that the underlying structure in the total sample would present the method effect among the positive items when, in fact, there could be two structures, one for men and another one for women. In that case, the gender variable would be relevant to produce method effects, like other variables such as age and reading skills, as stated by Marsh (1996) and Corwyn (2000) or the way the items are worded (five positively and five negatively), which would facilitate a response bias independently of their content (Carmines & Zeller, 1979) . In this sense, we could consider that the scale is not factorially invariable in different populations and the method effects may vary from one to another, as indicated by Goldsmith (1986) .
However, and in view of the results obtained, we cannot reject the existence of an oblique bidimensionality of the instrument, as found by other authors (Greenberger et al., 2003; Prezza et al., 1997) , which would not imply a contradiction with regard to the unidimensionality of selfesteem as a general construct, because the latter would be a higher order dimension. In fact, Greenberger et al. carried out a study in which they compared three versions (the original one, a positive version in which the negatively worded items were worded positively, and a negative version, where the positive items were negatively worded), concluding that, although the two-factor solution of the original scale was better in comparison to the other two versions, they did not observe great differences, and positive correlations were established among the three scales. Thus, general self-esteem could both explain the studies that find a supra-or higher order-dimension that would comprise the items that represent a positive self-image and those that represent a negative selfimage, and the studies that find two correlated dimensions.
With regard to construct validity, the results show a high and significant positive correlation with the five self-concept dimensions. This result is in line with considering self-esteem an evaluative conceptual level of self-concept (Purkey, 1970; Shavelson et al., 1976) and as a worth and evaluative quality of the cognitions and behaviors expressed in the degree of personal satisfaction (Musitu et al., 1988) . Likewise, our study corroborates the findings of validation studies carried out in other countries and with different self-concept instruments (Pullmann & Allik, 2000; Santos & Maia, 2003) .
With reference to the reliability of the scale, it has shown good levels of internal consistency and temporal stability after a 4-week interval, in accordance with previous studies (Rosenberg, 1989; Santos & Maia, 2003; Vallieres & Vallerand, 1990) .
The results of the gender differences, in general, showed a higher mean score of men in the positive items and a higher mean of women in the negative items. Five of these differences were significant, revealing a higher general selfesteem in men than in women, coinciding with the results obtained in the Portuguese adaptation (Santos & Maia, 2003) and in contrast to the results found in French samples (Vallieres & Vallerand, 1990 ). These differences could be explained by the presence of sociocultural elements.
Future investigations should undertake to study the factor structure of the RSES in the university population taking into account the gender variable to determine whether there are different structures according to gender. On the other hand, it would be interesting to compare a positive version of the instrument with a negative version and the original version in different samples (clinical, educational, and work settings). Likewise, it is necessary to carry out cross-cultural studies with analogous samples using diverse variables such as self-concept, gender, age, or level of studies to establish the construct validity of the instrument and its usefulness to identify differences in self-esteem in different sociocultural contexts.
To sum up, our results confirm the unidimensional structure of the RSES proposed by Rosenberg (1989) . Internal consistency and test-retest correlation were good, supporting the reliability of the scale. Furthermore, we consider that there is sufficient evidence to support the construct validity of the scale. Therefore, the results provide justification for the use of the RSES in the university context to assess self-esteem.
